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' value of student credentials by-organizations since the enactment of the
. f /family Educational Rights And Privacy Act. The study investigates corre-
-, iation between organizational size and perceived value, as well as deter-

mination of significant difference between social and industrial organiza-

-,
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Reséarch_Abstract

Rl

Pierog, John J.-ﬁ'ﬂhe Effects Of The Family Educational Rights And

Privacy Act Of 1974 Upon Employers' Perceived Value Of Student Credentials."”

o

A Research Practicum presented to Nova University in partial fulfillment

. The ngture of the prbblen investigated deals with the perceived

“

L]

tions and those whd hire predominétely degree recipients and those who do

A survey questionnairq was developed and mailed to 125 randomly

selected industrial and social organizations. The responses were analyzed

4

according to the a%zementiéned areas.

Sixteen percent of the surveys received indicated a decrease in per-

mean value of credentials, and no significant difference in perceived

14

value of credentials between organizations who hire predominately degree
recipienits and those who do not.

orqanizationé place less value on student credentials than social organiza-

tions.

It was recommended that the student credential forms be modified in’

order to allow students to waive their right to view these credentials.

[+

It is recommended that other studies be carried out in this area to

b not with respect to this legislation.

5

/

}bf the requireménts for the Dedree of Doctor of Education. May 13,'197@.

The results did indicate that industrial a
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1. - Title . , .

] ] . . .
This practicum is entitled "The Effects Of The Family Edutcational

Rights And Privacy Act Of 1974 Upon mplbye,rs' Perceived Value Of Student

v

! Credentials.”.’ . ) .

. 2. Statement of the Problem

. .
’

-~

. -

"Act of 1974 has had on the value orgar'xizat_:-iobns pla’ce& on student credenti

Speci.fically, the study answers the following qP:sQons: M S

N 4

. a) Singe the -enactment of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy

v . ; ‘ _ .
Act of 1974, what percentage of organizations placed less value
: //: A

upon student credentials?

4
-

: : L :
b) Did the size of the organizations, significantly correlate with

: ‘. | ,
the value placed on stude‘redentials‘l? v
. A .

c) 1Is there a significant dfif'feren.ce between those organizations

' . * | 553 } ‘ ) . . .
who hire predominantly degred 'recipients, and those organizations
- ex y degree plents,

1 .

- who do not, relgtive'to their value placed on ‘student credentials?-

. - .
»

4a) 1Is there a significantldif.fetené:'e betgeeﬁ,‘social organizations

. student credentials?

N
- .
. -
L . M ’
-, . .

> - .

.

?f Hypothesis | - »
This studyrprésents and postulates the following: o .

a)? _'Ptesent:ation of the percentage of o_rqanization‘s which place a .

- ~
o « 14 .

.- lesser value on student citede‘nti'als.A ‘ .

. - " . .- 7 . / ‘ .

- a

. N\ The pnoblén' to which this s_tuay addressea itself focused around the .

effects whi:ch the enactment of the Family Educational Righ:s and Priv.aéy

.and industrial orgar{izations relative to their value plécednon .
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There is na correlation between the perceived'degree of value L.
v . MY 'y
placed on student credentlals and organizational.size. h
L ] . .
_There is no s1qn1f1cant d1fference betwegn orq%hlzatlons who < ’
. . N °

hire’ ﬁredomlnately degree rec1glents and those who do not relatlve

.

' to t?elr perceived value of student credentials. : . ) .

C ;" .d)'\Thefe is no significant difference bexween social-organizgtions P

and.industrial organizations relative tQ theif'pe:ceived‘value

of student credentials. -

. s '

4. Background ‘and Significance. T R .
Y S .

P e S

-~

The Family,Educational Rights and Pribecy act (p.O. 93-380) better I

- . . .

' ) known as the “BuckIey Amendment“ is one of the most tecent acts of - C .
7._.. :
o < . .
gov ent executed with the 1ntent to alter or modlfy educat10nal . ’ -

policy. The aforementloned leglslatlon w111 be the focal point of .
L . i Ry

discussion for this research study.. It would,* however, seem n?teworthy_

‘ - v .
. . . . i . .

and beneficial to mention, from a historical point of reference, those .
1 4 - H .

v _most sidnificgnt occurrences which lrave acted as a catalyst in this - T
e PN ST o ) 7' ) . v .

" seemingly ever increasing and'constraining relationship between govern- . .
. ‘ . - - Y ' . .
' ment and education. Because the Buckley Amendment is a very.rgcent ' . : -

- . N ’ . . -

r

developmfht in education there +is virtually no available research - A .

relative to ifs ‘effects on the educational cpmﬁunity. Because of this,

Y

much of-this sectiqn will deal with the effects of gove

. ence yith educational policies. A.perusal of the limitéd amount o
' - . ‘- .
available literature will, however, lend support to the statement that’

there is certainly no lack of available opinions in thi% area. It
g , \ ST .

-

\‘1 RO ' - . b . : ’ ; )
. © . .
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should\\urther be noted that it is not the 1ntent of thlS author to

manlfest ‘any persdnal value Ju ent as to the éffects;-pos1t1ve or -

1
*

. f-negatlve--of this governMent-é&gcatlon relatlonshrp It does, however,

- o -

) .
. seem reasonable to accgpt"the premlse that acts of governmegt have
. . * e A . -y . 5 . . .

' certainl?qhad.anséffect‘on hlgher edutation,in America today. Perhaps ——

* Q ‘to begin from‘a”historicaf prospecti&e;would further exemplify  this

point,” e L : o
| I ° \ Ex\“ v 2. L
The conceptign of. the relatlonshlp“between government and educftlon
. . . 3

LT in Amer1ca may be traced: bac&'many years. Your author would, however,‘; -

v
.

beban by making note to the Morafl Act 862) establlsh1ng Eheaf}rst

~

L ) land grant 1nst1tutlons. ) N ~”“ -

o A ot ¥ : \ . ' . ’ . \ o . ' . . e %
~ Sipce that time there have been two other signifiCant“occurrences, L '

. both-w&{hln the past three derades which have add/d substance to this
reLQtlonshlp. The f1rst of these occurrences was.the enactment %f the |

-

o

- - . . .
~ . -

Y G.I, Bill and other student aid proqrams>\\$he igceptfon.of these pro-

e L4

- grams has brought bllllons of dollars to assist students in' meet1ng

» .
7 - . <

thelr-eduCatlonal expenses. Billi ns of dollars wh1ch have, d1rectly .

- \ b .
” S or indirectly, found their way nto the doors of educatlonal 1nst1tut10nSQ
- . , . iy

uJNotwithstanding, these funds_h ye been paid to‘students; educational . . )
institutions have, in fact, become somewhat dependent oh their conti.r'nued :
. I - " ‘) s

existence;' Again., to a not‘gh 11m1ted dggree, these programs, allow"

. k4
~

government the flex1b111ty to apply pressure to that lever of f1scal

v .
e . -

support at anytime in order to coerce, if nécessary,.educational instﬁtuf ‘I//
/ - ‘ e . : .
' tldhs to adhere to governmental policy whlch may, in fact, alter or '“,
.o ) modlt'y 1nst1tutional pOllCY. ‘ _— S . 2 '
o : ) . : - - N\ ,
. ¢ '
, N 9 , .
/ ., s .
Q . ° . ." - L .
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In the more recent past, episodes of the 1ate'l960's, the general .
. ,’ ._7-

challenge of higher education ‘af{orded government.yet more reas?ns to -

. ¥ - :
strengthen. that government-educatipn relationship. Consider these

occurrences. The credibility gap which existed because the "magical

experience"” higher education was said to provide fer individuals was

o
»

found not to exist. .This credibility gap\was ‘further depended by

. - ’
student unrest across the nation and a tremendously declining Job market ’
~ - ’
- for college gradddtes.. State legislators, charged with the responsibil-
. * v .' 1 .

ity'of social welfare could no longer provide the increasingly needed

'public funds to assist an ;nstitution in which soc1ety itself had, e

-

.. questionable worth. As a result.;t is found that lawmakers, prev1§bsly _ N

-9
s L.

concerned on}ty with enrollment figures, are now involw in institutional )
. - . “ . . .

ehpolicies they deal with may, in fact, emanate changes

policy-making Th
- 5 hal
in;cdurse, prosrém content, academic standards, and many\other areas of

-

educa 1onal policy in which they have absolutely no expertf)e. There

-

'1§ a great decag of controversy as’ to the right or respon51bility of
legislators to become involved in such areas. An article entitled,z‘
- "Legislative Probe in %;sconsin" (February l7 l976L states that
...the UniverSity of wisconSin regents have’ voted unahimously to forbid
- the institutxons staff members to cooperate with a proposed leaislative

. r
o .investAQQt}on of academic\programs." Thenproposal to investigate aca-

_ demic prggr

. ng to this“article "...suggested auditing certain academic ogrars to
R

2

»vr

qas suggested by State Auditor R.R. Rungwood who,‘acqorda

-

determine how well they are meetinq their goals. . "The response from the

- - »




T .
.

I Board of Regents stated that_“;..the University had been evaluated by

. o L S o wi
~accrediting agencies made up of educators."” . ¢

. -, B ‘ : ’ B

¥ Today, in the decade of the 1970's we wiew a tremendous augmenta- . -

LY
L4

tion of this relatibnship.yefwéen govérnmentland education. -Educators

4 .
v

find governmental pressure exerted frpm dil*ﬁhreé‘lévels of both the . '

.0

federal and state govermments. Education must resbond‘to duestions, . e
[ R oy ) . .

.
] ; .
- <A

> C e ¢ 3 ’ ‘ . 3 2
comments, and ggport§ from congeries of. boards, committees agd agencies. "
- . ’ . C- . -

. N J . . .
- " The . effects wh}ch these forces have had on higher education encoppasses -
. , . . 4 )

virtually evefy area of institutional policy from admissions and disci-

’ v o ’ N ~ ""x
pliiz to employment, wage and promotion practices. L ° oy !

- s . 1 : et r - -
A .

Affiﬁm@tive Action, Title IX and the Buckiey Amendment are among IR
< ) # o ) ) .

the fore-runners of topics»discﬁssi‘_amgn edgcatofs today. Institutions®

4

,worth of fede%al and state' program

. i ,

dollars when aqelyzéng tﬁé'aqgual institutional'cost_relative.té,coq- . ' .

may, soon bé questioning the appari

- ..

pi§ing with govgrnménﬁal standards and policies.. In ah.article b

- e ;

‘ C.M. Fié&ds entitled, fAnaiyzing Caﬁpﬁs Co§t§ of, Federal gfogremsﬁf : _'
7 * . C
.(November 3, 1975), some.iqteresting féctsrar§ outlined. The arbﬁéle
. statas that "...somgrins'itutions of higﬁér gducak?bn are nowéspénding .
\ o . . . . i .
. between 6ne and foun';é;ceﬁt of thFir operating budgets on fede%él pro- - . ,

LS * -

gra such as’ social secuiity, equal-employment opportunity, and

octupational health and-safety, according to a detailed financial study ' 5

~

' ; : . o P : ‘ .
- by the American Council “on Education.” The study furtferrdescribes the o

'“‘ B by

various, institutions' studies. The large state university with enroll; } R

«ment figures around 33,Q00 and a budget'of 5213_million, spent $1.3 “

[ A , /. e, | el

N e s

[ER\, .. ' ' | : .
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mllllon on such programs, not including Social Secur1ty taxes and -

...51xty-f1ve percent of the $l:3 million was spent on varlous equala

'—- s

employment oppoftunity programs."”

<

ThlS study has been somewhat under—

stated because'it'could not incIude the COst of"items.such as staff
. . - M PN . @ . ’

time spent-in relatibn to its programs. The study did- not 1nclude

-any aspects of state government programs or polzczes. . ‘

" When- censfﬂerlng further rules and regulatlons government lmposes -

"on education it is also noteworthy to- consider the latest deveLopment
. ¥ B -

with the Veterans Admlnlstratlon. C.M Fields, in an art1c1e ent1tl

:ns Admlnlstrgfion Rules Irk Colleges quecembepfls- 1975), deals

-

'bver payment of benef1ts to veterans enrolled in post-secondary educa-'

A

- -

tional 1nst£futlons. The art1cle states that "...the institutions of

3.

. ” [ .
higher education complain that the rules,‘%esianed to force a closer ' ..

monitorlng and prompt—reportxng of veterans' attendance and academic

- program, will‘force them to make substantial and sometimes costly reviews

- of their procedure 1nclud1ng, perhaps, the dally calllng of'rolls " The'

/{
$ . 1
. article goes on to state that "...some also view the rules AS another
- - * R *
example of the federal government's trylng to correct a problem by

- v . . - '

They paint‘to.affirma—

requiring.burdensome.administrative proceaures;

-

tive action and guaranteed student- loan regulatlons requ1r;ng.deta11ed

student surveys as other recent examples."
,y.w. Semas, author of "Is Uncle Sam Muscling In?", (Decembér l§,

N\ . ' .
b . . - 1 . .. . .

1979, %tQFeS that "...some education officials'fe%r thﬁflthe fede;al -

regulatlons the Veterans Administration- were con51der1ng to curb !i r e
7 .
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. . : ’ .. . — .

qreruaent is -ovan toiegulate post-hthschool gducatxon in the same

vay that it now requlated’ airlines, stockbrokers, radiq and 'rv statxons,
o . . h .

V

and dri!q'companies." The article further_,state’ that "..'.thex:e iX 'some

) pretty terrific’ bureaucratic empire-buxldxng qoing on, says Eric womald,

Vice-presxdent of the Association zf American Colies. 0ver a quite

- 2
-

shqrt period they've been co:mstantly cha-ging their requlations, almys

in’ !:he direction of tighter control." ( . o ' .
- . ¢ \‘
As gtated earlier, though there is much controversy over the ii'

gove!nment-education relationship relative to interpretation of the
legislation and. the intent, educato¥s are not short of opin'ions as to

.
the effects sane' qf this legislation has had. M.G. Séully, iq an g
article entitled “Affirmative Action Scored”, (July 8, 1974), &irects
his comments toward a study sponsored by the Carnmagie Ccli;:;nission o~nl ’~.
Higher Education authored by R.A. Lester. Scully states that ﬁhis
study repbrt';s "federal efforts to increase the number of wgpen and
bIdcks on university faculties threatemas to undermine the quality and .
-ora'le. of those faculties..." He further paraphrases Lester by 'stating
that "many federal officials responsible for enforcing anti-bias requ-
lations do not seem to understan& the procedures and standards use?,-
in faculty self-government."”

A question which wnuld warrant further consideration would ask,
’

how far would government do in the internal policies of an institution.
K. ;Hinkler, in an article entitled "H' E W moves to Cut Off Furids From
Maryland Universities”, (December ‘22, 1975), remarked that “"the Depart-

~ -3
ment of Health, Education and Welfare last week charged the state Of

13



-
.
.

Maryland with perpetuating a s_egregated system of higher edsucation. The

" Department began formal proceedim';'to bar the state's thirty lic.

coi,leqes and universities frc. receiv:.ng federal funds. Winkler, in%

_ ‘latter article entitled "Court 'rells H E w to Halt Action Against
- e .\
Maryland®, (January/l12, 1976), stated that Fe.deral Judge Edward S. Northrop
tocld HE W to "../stop itsl formal proceedings to cut off fed}aral funds to.
+

' . ’ ) .
. Maryland’'s public colleges and universities.” Wirikkler further quotes ’

T!_orthrop as having stated that the Department of Health, Education and

* Welfare "...seems to go wherever it wants and do whatever it wants to do."”

-

The article further séated that there was approximately $30 million involved.

The enactment of Title IX of the Bducational Amendments of 1972 has

A ’, ’ - -
created many problems on college campuses throughout the nation. 1In an
. \ .
‘article entitled "what Title IX Means”, (September 29, 1975), it i®# stated
. . : .

that there are two Fasic provisions under the Title IX act relating to

equal opportunity to both seges inasfaras participation in athletic pro-

: b
grams :\

Section 86.41 prohibits discrimination on the basis of

sex in the operation of the interscholastic intercgolleg-

iate,- club or intramural. athletic programs offered by an
.educatxonal institution. Section 86.37 sets forth regun:e-
ments for insuring equal opportunity in the pxpvision of
athletic scholarships. . 2

»
Tigle Ix will be lowed by Educational Inst1tutions without regard to

: ‘e institutional policy or belief, or they shall forfeit federal dollars.
N\
' K. Winkler in an article entitled "Brigham Youna University Challenges
. A ‘ d
Parts of Bias Law"”, (October 28, 1975), deals with the aforementioned

+ institution refusing to follow Title IX guidelines. The arti/;cle quotes
) .

"

)

14 '
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;

/

/

) federal grants,...just s0 it could avoid government interferTce. But®

. .
' .
trustees as hav,h‘ said that _they: ¥ : ) , o
...volv’\tarily choose to follow many of the regulations
. becaugs we believe them to embody policies which are fair
and st...But wheré we ‘believe the regulations are uncon-

stigdtional or illegal and where :r prohibit or interfere o ,
wigh the teachipg or practice of h moral principles, we ) '
' will not !ollow them. .. %

' » . -
The tn_xeitees specifically repudiated six areas of the text.  The articlé

furtpér states that "the University has traditi‘aily reﬁs‘eﬂ most:

. [ [ I

-,

/tfle government moves into the pri\(a'te sector anyway a%ies to regulatﬁg_ .

i everything." Should H E W decide to cut off funding,.$1.3 million in

. ~

research grants would be lost and those students receii}i.ng government
sponoored student aid would not be alloved t:o use it‘ﬂat t}xat mstitution. . .

At this point in ‘me the reader shogld have a° somewhat general

-

knowledge of the gOVemnent-education relationstup fmm a hJ.ston.cal point 4,l

. .e L4

of reference. It does ddem that @ strong case has been establ:.shed which -

will support the open{ng remige that acts o}\g}ovemne t have certain})\ . i

! .
had an effect on h{gher education in America today. R ) .

In cons&dering Q'/:C of this study, it would seem that a fitting
prelude to dealing with the Panily&ducaﬁion Rights and anacy Act would
center around the occurrences leading up to this legislation.

w
A.B. Fitt, in an article entitled, ®The Buckley Amendment : Under-

~

—

standing It, Living with It*, (Summer, 1975), deals in part with the
p;oble-s peing' addreesed in Fhis legislation. Fitt, states ehat "...f:‘he
public s{ory ’of the Buckley Amendment began Mpy 9, 1974, when the

Senator (James L. 'Buckleg.(, New York) anhounce@ his intention to add a . )

rider to the pending bill which ultimately became the Educational

15



‘Amendment of 1974." The article further states: . .
-~y . .

' -.-in hil (Buckley) remarks that day he deplored what he .
chatracterized as the "systematic vzolation of the right

of privacy of millions of children 4in the schools across . |
the nation whose school records are rJLtinely ‘made avail-.

able to governmental and other busy-bodies, and the tights

of their parents, -who are too often denied access to sugh. i
" 1nfonnat1’ . L ' . 2 .

‘.’ .

‘An article.entitled “Rights for Parents®, (September 2,.1974), deals

with §ome~ekamples of what Senator Buckley termed the systematic

-

violation of the rights of ptivacy. According to that article, a nihe-

year-old boy who once hugged a classmate had "homosegual tendenozes“ .

written into his permanent record. A hxghschool student who critic;zed
O

Y

. his prlnczpal on a radio st.tion had "fadical tendencies” pl ced on h1§
H

t!Eard The icle goes on to state that these permanent records are
1v1rtua11y ".. available to almost anyone besides parents who ask .
to see them." .

v

A8 one must ‘hrely agree tﬁe intent behind th?s legislation was
most- honorable. It did begin so innoa!htly. The original legislation
was, hbwever, according to Fitt, "The Bu;kbe? Amendment : Understanding

It, Living With It", (summer, 1975),. o IR N
.»..a masterpiece of wretched draftsmanshlp. It literally
forbade revealing to a secondary school student any per-
sonal information fram his own file, for instance, a
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) score. At the college level,
it forbade release of any information to parents, while
giving the student access to any financ1a1 information .
/ » furnished by his family. Such harmlesblpractlces as putting
out freshmen directoriés with names, ages, birthplaces, and ,
prior schools attended were bahned unless the written con- K
sent of everyone listed was ‘obtained.

The origina}l draft of this legxslftion signed and executed inco law by

the Presideﬂ( did create ‘many problems besides the ones previously

-

16 - N
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- forty-five days to comply with a roques‘-—'to ‘view a student's recovrd.'

mentioned for all of the educational community. This original

. : \
legislation would have opened files to parents of all students under

:

. . _ . '
the age of eighteen years. Consider some of the possible ramifica- /

tions of vaxious counselor's notes placed ‘in their files which may

- B {

have dealt with home situati.ons.. An article entitldlR “Open Flle? i

&DW‘;Z, 1974) deals with the 1ssue. The article states ¥...¥

. w .

. ' the files are ccmnents students make to adv:.sors, some of them quite

* ' -
© sordid informat:ion about parental’ relatiomships and condit:.ons at home,

‘explains District Superifnender:t, br. Paul Tre.a't':nah of t'lew York City. )

' ‘If the parents get to see this, it might well exacerbate th e'chz.]fi s

situation a,t home. Some things belong in confidentaal files." 4
The Buckley Amendment was signed into la /\d took: effect

November 19, 1974. The legislation itself allowed an institution

During this period of time the,.oducational eommmity was- i:n';n uproar.
In the article entitled "Open Files", (December 2, 1.974), it was furthec
stated that "...for colleges, the primary concern was confide.ntial u{:;
recommendations. ﬁany coile'ge officials h'astily ranoved".th'an from \

. .,
£il students mighf .see. School principals scrambled to get psychi-

atric and medical reports out of their records." The patience of those
adminis rators who did nothing at al1 hdping that by January when

student/parent requests would have to be honored, many of the problems

t
-

would be workéd out, was surely rewarded. - .
According to an-article entitled “Condress Revises Buckley Amend-

.ment On School Records", (December 20, 1974), it'was stated that revi-
Y ] B
sions amd clarifications to the Buckley Amendment wete passed. The
. i .

L2



- ”
article further states that "..'.the-major fevision defines more
precisely what records are—.-émd are not--required to be open to

students’ or parents inspection. . . .

-
L}

e 4 In an effort not to become bogaed down with leglslatlve rhetorlc L

»

!

. as to what the 'Buckley Amendment" is, or is not, merely consrder the

following “lay” guidellnes ‘as t? what the Amendment‘does as it rel&tes .
specifxcally to: this study—-Student&redentials. ACCording to the

L - -
N&tional Associatmn of ‘Student:Personnel Admimstratots D;V131on ‘of

Professional Relat,ions and Legislat}on report, (,January, 1975), certain
. . t J#\ )
records are unavailable to, students. . Among these unavallfa.ble records

[ ] N + AN
'are ...conf-identml recommendations concerninq...applicatlons for

. L™ ..

employment.,." and these same recoumendatloos written after January l \
N - )
1975, "...if the student has signed a waiver of access." The leqxsla- é /

» o tion further provides for a hearinq to 'chalienge the information.con.- e
a " . ’ a ... N 4 ’ ’ . .
.- tained in the credentials. Fa’iIUre to comply with the “Buckley Amend-

&
¢ ., ment” will prov:.de grounds for -loss of funding m.th regard to prograns

sponsored by the Unlted States Office of EducattJ.On (hnll.kc 'r1tle X

et -
L. Y

which threatens the loss of all federal funds). : R ) <
)

-

'x‘he enactment of ‘this tgﬁatxon has further\ef‘fected the pol:.c:.esar

' \ “of post-secondary educational 1nst:ktut10ns.. ..udent credentlals, at’ aw

.earlier time,. couldprovide a candid evaluat i
- . ‘ ‘

'rhe author of .such an evaluation could re

; of an 1nd1V1dual character.

J&i}x and honestly appralse
3"a student s abil:Lty and callber without concern over-sposslble legal

' ram1f1cat1ons from a student v:.ew;ng[ those cand1d: cqments t_cade about

T, * .
M

‘him. ' . Y -
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/
The primary question asked in this st

‘"Siée'the enactment

of the Buckley Amendment, do organizations.plan iess importapcé on
. . ' - o a
student .credentials?" A question which-the reader may also wish to

.

I - . L
- consid4 is, "How much were these evaluations worth before this - . - . - .
4 . R , ‘. :
legislation?" An article by Oestreich, Clkements,_and McGinnis entitled

, A : ) ' .
: "Are Paculty References Still Worth :The Effort"'z’ (Winter, 1975), states -

' L !

that: . L : ]

..inf'the April-May, 1968, issue of the Journal ovaoll'eqe B
Placement, Richard M. Edwards of the%niversity of Arizona
_ . cast very serious doubts on the preseht system of fu rnishing .

) T i _ faculty references. Dr. mv!ards reported that at a’k_cky - .
. Mountain College, Placement Association Conference ninety
percent of the companies attending indicated, by show of
hand, that they did not give major consideration to faculty:
comments in their evaluation of students as prospective
employees.’ . . 3 o : . ¥

3

od

' ;cf,tx

In another s'tud'z;repértod- in this article, on the afithor, Charles A !

. 3 ) : - ‘ .
Harkness of the Northern Illinois University Placement Center surveyed

'

. 5 0 .. ) . A2
° "...about 200 employers on the limportance of faculty evBluations in , »
. TLos i N ¢ N B - N ‘. - . )
/. deciding whether to invite a student for a second interview."” Thia .

study indicated:.that 21 perxcent suz‘véfad stated that the evaluation

LY

~

’was an importa;u: part of the decision, Ly percent were occaéionally

- L 2 .
influenced, 25 percent were seldpm influenced and:2 percent wegge never

~

influenced. - ' ' .
.. ’ v ' -
l In summation let us consider the following. There does appear to

be a relationship beétween government and education. This relatiorfShip

exists because .of ‘'various legislation enacted whict ‘nvolve or effect

fas

education in general. ‘Education has to a degree become dependent on
N -




1 SRR A

'-:!' s / _ L '
-, governmental'ﬁ}ogram-fhnding-;gither direct or indirect fnn4ing--

; within public o; brivate institutions. Educational institutions"have
for the most part found 1t necessary to modify, alter and/or change
‘institutional policy to fall insg 11ne with legislation. * ,

..- In focu51ng on the dlretf problem ofvthls ifudy--the effect of the c\

* e
Bucklet\\_/ydment we 1nvest1qated the follow1ng questlons as pr

/4

iously
-

; alluded to: °* § _ o

’
]

LT c) Is thexe a 81gn1f1cant difference between thoseﬁorganlzatlons

N

- _,wnoﬁdo not, relative to their value placed on student credentials?

e« " 4d) Is theré a significant difference between social organizations

relatiye to their value placed on student credentia{s?

L] »
The study was of significance to York llege of Pennsylvania for

many:reasons. . Because of .the present econom situation in America we,

as every other educationdl institution across the land, are trying

desperately to placs all graduates in a Somewhat declig!kg job market.

Any Study which will allow uf to further develop our talents in this
. area is of siqnificance.
o . s . - ~ ’ '
. ’ ' The*p{acement.office of this'insiitution is also presently recon=
) P | . . T _ : !
- structing the student credential forms.  The results of this study

I'e

| 20
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" ' .
s . ’ . w - - . . L . . : ' .

s provided this office with-justification for the 7alternatives'wh'ic3 are
- . B . . * .

7 -
-

< . - presently being made. - R & } ’ .

-

“The results/of this study are tg be prﬁented to anrall college .

—

‘ committee which will review the f£indings. It is hoped the study will

stmu],ate discuksion relative to other pertinent ar of possible

v N

investigation. It was this ccmmj.“ee which’ orlgmally suggested that

‘a study as this one be unclertaken.' ‘ ‘ o o’ h |

The study S'eemed further mportant from an instltutional perspec-- L

2
¥

tive because the results would oertainly enable student affairs‘ folges
c DY . *

o - to be more knowledgeable with respect to counseling students in the '
] A‘ - ) ) d .

area’ of job placemenmt and credentials~ ' ' . .

& Because the basis of thlS study deals w:.th the somewhat constra:.ning ’ o

relatfonship between educatlon and govermnent, which has developed in
! : "

the past years, it seems. appropriate for the Core Module Educational

' PoITEy Cy Systems. . : ‘ . . T ' .
N S. Definition of Terms ST

‘ - o - .
. ‘The following texms were defined for the purpose of this study:

° s " 1

~a) Industrial grganizations - brganizations listed-in the -

- Industrjial lii:rectory (June, l974)_prepared by the York
County Chamber of Commerce, York, Pennsylvania.
b) Social Organizations - Organdizations listed in the Directory

. . 4 T
of Social Services in York County (Fall, -1974) prepared by e

the United wWay of York County, York, ﬁennsylvania.

. . > . :
) - 9
R
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_c) Student Credentials - Placement papers, letters of recommend-

’
» . . L4

ation, and all other mdterials kept on file at the jnstitution

" to a"ssimdi\ts in job placement. O T
L4 8 o , ) « : . LY
6. <Timitations of the Study . o . v
. The following limitations placed some. réstrictions om the validity, o
. ' S ’ ' R ) ! b ) v
reliability, and applicabilitys of the study: '.
\ N N £ B . . ’
'," . . . . . , .
{ - The. effectiveness of the sux: ey ‘.fo:m designed and utilized
for the purpose o this study may have imposed some 1:un1tations. -
"\
b) The sample size, totalling 125 industries or agencies, may have - .

imposed certain \limitations.
c) The participants in the study were representatives of either ’ N
- eV - - . .

soc:.al or, industrial age:ﬁies or companies as defined foz' the

purpose of this study and may not adequately have represented

the \:iews and opinions of other t¥pe agencies or-._'ca'npanles . .. :
such as the retail industry and othgi'S 'that are neither s,oci'al,
. or ‘industrial. . ’ ‘ .
. ) v .

7. Basic Agsumptions
", N : : ) .
The following basic assumptions were proposed for this study™:

. ) | . . .
a) It was assumed that at least 75 percent of the sample would

4

respond to the survey. Sir},ce the college is very well kndwn.

'in tRe community and has many .contgc_(:'ts, or has worked with
Q-' xham? of these org'aniizat‘ions.' - This did not seem onreal‘i.stic .
to a.ssume'. - Usable surveys ‘were received éfcmn percent of
-§he sample. N ‘ . e ’. ) .

22 "
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e)

£).

q9)

| S A

‘It was further assumed that the ehlistment of assistance from

e

the qollede Publications Office, in the area of news releases
regarding the study to local newspapers, would further aSSist

<
in the endeavor of soliciting responses. .

It was also assumed that those ind!vidualsfwho completed the

survey form were fuliy’knowledgeable of the opinion and views
of their organizaticn. ‘ ' T, v*’_

It was further assumed that if the indi@iduals who completed
the survey instrument were not fully aware of what the Family
5, . v

.Educational Rights And Privacy Act of 1974‘is,.that there was

sufficient information in the lettervmailed with the survey

to assist them in their knowledge of this legislation.

It was assumed that those organizations utilized in the sample.

would validly have been either industrially or socially oriented

-as was stated in the respective reference material, the Indus-

trial Directory‘!nd the Directory of Social Ser@ices in York

Countz.
i ]
It was further assumed that if the results of the study indi-

»

cate a lesser value is now placed on student credentials, that

it was a result of the enactment of the Family Educational

Rights And Privdcy Act of 1974,and not’ for any other reason.

It was also assumed that the recipients of the letter and

survey form would consider 4t of significant importance to

1
complete the survey and return it by the appropriate date.

\



h)

A further assumptlon was ‘that the-limitatlons as pre91ously

stated would not adversely effect the results of the study.’

The f}nal‘assumptlon;made'was that the study was of signifi-
. - v -

) . . o .
cant importance to warrant the “time and efpenses in carmying,
it out. . . . * ’

s N ] .

. P

-

8. Procedure'for Collec§1nq the Data '~ -

-~

&hg_follow1ng procedure followed for the collection of the data N

procedes.

a)

b)

< -

o
.

s 7 . : . ’

.

A random sample of 100 industrial and .25 social organizations .

v

were selected from the IndustFial Directory (June, 1975) and

the Directory of Social Services in York Coungx (Fall l974).“

A'detter explaining th¥-study and survey instrument were maxled
{

. to the individual ligted in the above reference literature as. ,

c)

. t »
Director or President of the organization. The sample letter
N ’ . . r,:

and survey instrument form are included in the appendixt

.Before mailing, the name of the organization was typed on'tn;\}

survey form. This assisted in the follow-up procedure for

those surveys which were not returned to the Student Affairs
»

fice, ?ne following procedures were followed:J

21) All those organizations which answered that'they/‘

¢

o,

place a lesser importance on- student credentlals 51nce

the enactment of the Family Educat1onal Rights And

»
Privacy Act of 1974 were separated from those who do

24



N . r
. . L4
v . . . * . : .
7 - -
o . “ .-
[ . : -

X N : not. The computaylon for percentage Jwas: then '-;V§;~f

' T : - ‘ 'perfemed .w i : -

" ' L. 2)) Those survey forms retqrnedaﬂere then divided by

°o-

R size of organizatlon to allow the. computatlon toff D .
" : .. : St S :
. ' e : f . . RN o :
. . determine" i e size of the organlzatlon s'gni el e
s v . » : SRR .
- P cantlyACerelated‘wlth ;he value plfced on the s nf; ) f;-;'},,

N -

.
»

-

'credentlals.__ .

N -
§

Y ~3) The returned survey forms were then divided into .- ;.> ’ - a

LY -

-,

)- . : . those which reflect the hir1ng of predomlnately '. B
RPN

. ¥ . degree recipients anq those which did not. This

. allowed the computation to determine.if‘a signifi-. . S "

RGN
L]

tor cant difference existed between these groups rela-

h

tive to their value placed on student crefien ials o
Those survey forns indicating a response of a + b .-

> | )
(none to 308) were considered as not hiring predom- B
, .
inately degree recipients. Those survey forms

v : . . .
A - indicating response E (over 75%) were considered as

- hiring predominately degree recipients. , : o
' > ’ i N PR !

4) The returned survey forms were then divided into-

social organizations and industrial organizations ‘;_;[—xl
’ ’ ] .
v -ws;ch allowed the cemputation to determine if a
v . i -
51qn1f1cant dlfference existed between the two

e e T\\Jw“__groupserelatlve_to,thelr_!alue_placed on_s student o

—

credentials.




4

Treatment of the Data !ii'. . . . . |

-

A. The data was treated in the following manner to'obtain the

pexcentage of organizatxons wh1ch place less value on student
credentlals s1nce the. enactment of- the Buckley Amendment. - - .‘ifJ
LY M N RN . .

' L . - Lo e . AR A5

'x = number of’ ;:fblerresponsesfindicating‘that less ",

’ﬁ%' o ‘value was placed on-student credentlals since the - . N
e - e 'enactment ofitH! Buckley Amendent. oL : o

PO - . .
LS : G

Yy = number of usable tesponses. < - ‘ - : ,
» eJ ' ' .
X -'y = petc tage of orqanizatlons whlch place

‘. D less value on student‘credentlals since[_ “gif

» ¢ v .
a

; - ’, o the enactment of the Buckley Amendment.'

. «

B.. The data was then calculated to determine 1f there existed a .

-

-

's1gnificant cotrelation between organizational size and value

. placed on student credentials. The null hypothesis 'was pested. . o s
o | . .
* There is no correlation between organizational s%ﬁf and o -y

value placed on student credent:ials. . .

- \ : - :.' "Hol : p =0 . . N .
. two tailed test: = . : - 24
" ot = .05 : . , .

.
' Critical .-r- value = + .217 > o
~df = 87 « 2 =85 . - . .

C. The data was then calculated to determine if the mean ua}pé‘
* . . . A - - \ :’; ‘ ! v

37¢atinq placed on student credentials by organizations who hire /
x

predominately degree teciqzents was significantly dszetent Efom“f

the mean value ratlng placed .on student credentials for those . G

@
: . . _ -
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. +# . -

organiz.a‘tions.wh’o'do not hireﬁred.&inate;ly degree recipients. s
The null.hypothesis was tested. ,
o . There is no signifi;:ant difference in the mean value rating
placed o; stu@ent credenti;ls by organizations who hire .
predominately deéree recipiepﬁs and t':hose who do not.
¥ - ey i oeE . / B -
‘ ) _ , . - o tailed test 4 ‘ ¢
P o ‘= .05 A

Critical -t- value = + 1.99 .
df = 87 -2 = 85

3

P

D. The data was then calculated to determine if the mean value rating '

-

v . placed on student creéentials by social o:ganiiations was signifi-
cantly different from the mean value rating placed on_student ,

‘credentials by industrial o:ganiiations. The null hy&thasis was

tested. s

» .

There is no significént difference between the mean value

»

¥ 4 - .
‘ - rating placed on student credentials by social organizations )
-y~ - and the mean value rating placed on student credentials by 't,
industrial organizations:.:’ :
e - - S ) o
<o Hoj & %) ™ X5 v . .
two tailed test . g
: ot = .05 ,
. Critical -t- value +1.99 , o
.df = 87 - 2 = 85 T — . " h
L@ - *
. 10. Results of the Study e I
- ! _ﬁ"""
. The following data are the results of .this study: . B

¢




o . B 22
e , - ' v
A.) 14 T 87 = .16 = 1l6% R )
. > . 7/ ' :.ﬁ

Sixteen percent of the ozganizétions surveyed indicated that
they place a lesser value on student credeng?fls since the

enactment of the Buckley Amendment.

nx = 87 gy | . @
(x = 250" & ) -
tx = 850 - L "
ny = -87 - . ' , .
1y = 249 ’ ) . * b
s iy = 757 ' .

3 ”
two tailed test (.05 l.o.c. )
Cn.tical <x- value = 4+ .217 : . -

" calculated ¢r~ value - . 006

There is no correlation ’between organi'z'ational..s'ize and

»
the value placed on student credentials. The null hypothesis :
nust be accepted. B " ; : D a ,:qmm
. By =P*® 0 ‘ . ;
e | | e

C.) gxy % 89 N i

nx. = 77 .

‘Ex¥ = 216 i

£x’ = 6 w .,

?

ny = 10 ‘o

gy, = 32 —

€y° = 108

two tailed -t- test (.05°'l.0.c.)
Critical -t- value = + 1.99
Calculated ~-t- value = - 1.63 o .
. A}
There is no sighificant difference in q:e mean value placed

on student credgtia!s between those organizations who hire

ptedominately dnqrwreclpients and those who do not. The

null hypothesis must be accepted. 3 /
* [
H°2 : xl - xz ‘ . /)
@ : ./
/
¥ A 4’



=,

- 4 '
<3 ':A:;'/' » ' ) N
D.) Loy = 123 7 . T
€x_ = 205 .
€x2 = 605 . ) )
‘ny = 13 . ‘
. §7. = 43 . N . -
gy = 147 ' .
B ' hd . = g ¢
two tailed -t- test (.05 l.o.c.) i .
W  critical -t- value = + 1.99
.Calculated ~-t- value = - 2.546 .
' 7
There is a significant difference in the mean value” placed e

-

on student credentials between social organizations and

industrial orqanizatioxis. The null hirpothesis is rejected.'

H°3 :xl#m:2 ¢
) & e a -

1l. D‘iséussim, Implications and Reco;mendations

-

.- The results of this study Bve determined that 16 percent of the
! . l
= organizations surveyed place less value on student credentials sincé the

enactment of the Buckley Amendment. This does ndat seéﬁ_ﬁo be a tremen- .

3

dously large percent; however, it does secem of ‘interest. This would
tend to imp& that Ehe decrease "in perceived value of student credentials

has not been so significant as to warrant great concern. It was interest-

-

ing to note the tfnsoiicited comments which were written by some respondents.

i

All-of these responses indicated that for one reason of another _th'ey 5

believe that ir}divi:duals writing letters of recommendation have always

"played it safe" to quote one of the respondents. Though many in the
§

e student affairs division have not considéxed 16 percent to be a terribly

significant decrease, it would be your author's recommendation to modify
the student credential forms to allow stuﬁent.a t:% waive their right to %w ;

i

L d
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zation blécéd on student credent}i.als. This fact would most certainly

L4

view the recommendations. Part of’ this recommendation is based on the - .-'-f

residual Eindings wluch were incidental to the study. These residual 2 _ P
findings indicated that 13 percent of those surveyed 1nd1cated that they

N -
would plaee more value on student credentials i.ndiéating‘that the student(¢

’ A . A

had waived his or her right to view them. ‘

The results, of this study also i.ndic?ted that.there was no Qorrela—-

‘tion between the size of an organization and the value which the Jorgani- ) .

imply that each organization has }.t} own philosophy on student credentials

and that impligations cannot be drawn which would indicate that an organi- -

zation of ;oné size or ;nother is more or less likely to view the'impor‘tarice al%
. | ' :

of such records in any one particular way. The results of this section of L
the study would serve as a further counseling tooi. Lo - ' M*ﬁ
- g}

L . . \
Furthermore, the results indicated that there is no significant . ' -,

difference in the value placed on student credenti’a’s' between those organ- - -

izations who hire predominately degre-e recipients,. and those who do not.
. »

-~ - ) N . e \ o

This information will further serve as an additional counseling aid.
It was; however, indicated that thege is a significant difference in

the mean value placed on student credentials between social organizations .

4

and industrial organizationy. The gtatistics indicate that the mean »

value rating placed on .student credentials is significantly lo.wei fc;r

indu.t.riail orqanizations when comgl?red to the mean value rating placed

on their cteden'/ 1s by social otqanizations. These results can also be ..

‘of importance when counseling studenta with reqazd to job placement.“ ‘ - - :'
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¢ student credentiala s:l.nce the enactment of the Buckley Amend.ment, and . .
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'tials if the etudents waived their right‘E to view the files, it\would

| N

K

Z i N The: implicaticns are as previously stated. Because 16 percent of .\, . @
R .

I .

. v . . s
e e
o

i ”‘:1
13 percent 1nd1cated that they would place more value on student creden-r '

;- ..

seem to- mply that some are concerned with_ thé_valxd:l.ty of tltese creden-
=4 . .

tJ.als. Though the numbers ate not necessar:l.l, significantly "large, it s,

» : d .

would certainlf seem more beneficial to students involved to allow them - . .
: F : *
the option of waiving their right to view their credentials. This would

mean that the forms themselves would have to be modified, and that is a ~

definite recammendation. ‘ :

-

The results indicating that there ‘was found to be no correlation . . ;

between orqam.zational dize and. value placed‘on credent:.als, and no : e

i .

£

sign:.fzcant difference between those' organ:.zat:.ons who h:.re predom:l.nately

' 'degree recip:.entg and those who do not, are :h_nportant factors to be con-

sidered when counseling students with regard to their credentials. It

«” .
-

is recommended that further studies be carried out on a larger scale to

-

determine other common concerns of organizations with regard to student

credentials. Perhaps utilization of a questionnaire'which is composed

.both of multiple choice and open-ended questions wou’ld allow for more

input. 1In such a case, orgam.zat:.ons could vo:.ce their concerns more )

~ -
. .

. .

adequately.
As mentioned earlie.r',' the significant difference which was found ¢

to exist between gocial and industrial organizatioms, with respect to

B



J

54,

- 1'3_;

their perceived value of stWen}: credentlials,dimplied that industrial '

organizations place a lesser value on these creddntials as compa;ed to

the moye socially oriented organizations.

ly, it is further recommended that the results of.this study

lic to members of the c,ollege comnuuity-. This w:.ll allow for

more effedtive counsehng w:.th respect ta job placement. If the results

. -

te the ;lmportance of further studies being ‘under-
taken which will 1 turn also lead to improved co{mseling of our students,

\
‘then 1t has been of sufficient value to warrant its undertak:.ng.
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Tt .. Appendix A~ ' . vt

~ Dear Bmployer: - N _ SR

_envelope by Tuesday, May 4, 1976.

sl T

: . YORK ‘GOLLEGE OF PENNSYLVANIA - E
. . Yokk, Pennsylvania. o . . L

h . April 20, 1976

As you are probably aware, recent changes in Federal hegﬂgl
(The Family Educat1onal Rights ‘and Privacy Act. of l974) now r 'g;rq

(secords and recommendations) which are kept on’file. -

The Division of Student Affairs at York College of Pennsylvanid is

© conducting an important study to determlne how this law uas aﬁé’c eﬁ

the value which our local employers now place on these crgdent lsy
It is our hope that the results of this study will be beneflc al to' -
both our students and you as prospectlve employers. - ﬁ’, . . - . : 'i}@
'_’ - " X ) N i
- S s ’
It is es‘tntial to this study that the individuals delegated re L
ajbility for hiring practices at your company or.agency, comple pﬁﬁ g )

the enclosed survey and mail it in the postage pa1d self-addre
)‘r

4

Your participation in this study would bhe most smce%el%reci'ated.

Cordially,

John J. Pierog

y . Placement Counselor

JJIP: 1ms
Enclosures 2 .

28 o




" Appendix B - o L -
YORK COLLEGE OF . PENNSYLVANIA * "o

L i , . _ ) - ). |
' Company or Agency 7 ' 1
\ . . - ',» ‘ .
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the correct response to the questions below and
mail before Tuesday, May 4, 1976. A postage paid self-addressed

., envelope has been enclosed for your convenience.

LY

.

1. Number pf efployees in your company- or. agency: - i '
-~ - a. less than25 — - -  d. 251 - 500 ,
b. 26 - 100 i . e. over 500 ‘ .
c. 101 - 250 . : - .
2. Approx;mate‘percent gf positions which require a de§ree: K )
a. none . d. 50% --75% 5 ‘ ' -
b. 10% - 30% . e. over 75% *

c. 30% - 50% '

3. Approximate percent of employees hired last year who were coilege graduatés:

a. none ' ' d. 50% -~ 75% o e ' .
b. 10% - 308 -~ : : e. over 75s%
c. 30% - SO\ ' ) -
, . i
4. Has your company Oor agency ever received student credentials (placement
papers, letters of recommendation, and the like) from prospective Job _ ‘
candidates? . : X
B o : . - - %
Ky . : - .
- Yes - . -. [ ] - N . . 4 R . . - N [ 1 ZE
. no : : . i

S. ~“The enactment of the Family Educational Riqhts and Privacy Act of 1974 now
extends students the rightﬂlo view their credentials (placement papers,
letters of recommendation,®and the like). Before this time these créedentials
were..considered.privilaeged -and confidential.---Has-the- enactment of ~thigr << <s < cmecccaacs
legislation resulted in your campany or agency Placing a lesser value on ’
these credentials? ‘

a. vyes
b. no

6. The legislation previously mentjoned also allows students to walve their
right to view their credentials. If you answered yes to question #5, would
you place more value on the credentials8 of a student who hag walved hig !
‘right to view them? »

-

0

~
a. yes
b. no N \
7. What value does wour company or agency place'on student credentials?
a. no value ‘ c. moderate value , * , ‘ ’

“ b. little value h d.. considerable -value

@- ;
’ - . 85 ¢ =

ﬁo‘ Authoriud Ofticial Ccnpleting Sumy B e, T A




t . . ix.C _ —— o

T - YORK COLLEGE OF ,pmsh.vpk:a
. i York,.Pennsylvania

- , ) . May 4, 1976&(

o

Dear Employer: -
,3‘.‘:' s t .

On Apr11 20;°1976; you were sent a survey form from the Student
Affairs D1visxon of York College of Penns lvapia. This form
was to have been directed to the individdgi’fzspons1ble for
hiring pract1ces’at your cémpany or agency. K It was requested .
‘that this individual complete the survey form and mail it in the
postage paid self-addressed envelope by May 4. To this date we
- have not received a form from your company or agency. We can
ﬁﬁ@?? certainly understand that this is indeed a very busy time of
- year for all of us. We would, howevef, hope that you would

' follow up on the survey for us. It will only take a few moments

, to ccmpleée, and ,these results can be extremely meaningful for s

- both our students and for you as prospective employers.

"For your convenience, you will find a copy of-the original < . 7
. survey form. Please complete this form and return it with the

self-addressed stamped epvelope also enclosed.

Thank you for your further time in our endeavors.

.

. . .
PR PP IR T s e T R W E W W W W W W T W A AT T A W AT L

A\

John J. Pierog
- Placement Counselor

o ) ' e
- JJP:lms . ' , i ) '
Enclosures 2 ) ' ’
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